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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The New York Oceans and Great Lakes Ecosystem Conservation Council (Council) has 
taken a leadership position in the Nation’s efforts to stem the degradation of coastal 
resources and balance the sometimes conflicting mandates, and often conflicting uses, 
of our marine environment.  The State of New York and the Council are promoting the 
use of ecosystem-based management—an holistic approach to managing our 
ecosystems in an integrated manner that recognizes the interconnectedness of 
environmental systems (air, land, and sea) and makes scientific, economic, and socially-
informed decisions about the ecosystem services we as a society wish to derive, and the 
balancing of activities that we are willing to make, to have healthy economies and 
resilient ecosystem environments. 

The Council contracted with the Center for Coastal Studies (Center) to help them work 
with managers from seven regional programs located in New York to formulate 
recommendations to advance ecosystem-based management practices in place-based 
programs.  Working with the seven regional programs is considered an initial step for the 
Council in its work with regional partners.  The Center’s mission is to promote 
stewardship of coastal and marine ecosystems, and provide educational activities and 
resources that encourage the responsible use and conservation of these ecosystems.  
To better understand the place-based programs’ needs, and to help focus their work, 
Center staff members and consultants designed a survey (see Appendices) and 
interviewed representatives from each of the New York place-based programs.  The 
program managers reviewed the recommendations from their own programs, as well as 
those recommendations of their colleagues from other six.  A draft report was discussed 
with Council representatives and this final report is presented to the full Council to be 
incorporated into its report to the Legislature.  

While there was overwhelming support for the Council’s work and general support for 
the advancement of ecosystem-based management, concerns were voiced about local 
ability to implement the work needing more regional collaboration, resources, and 
training.  Four consistent recommendations were heard from managers during the 
interview process:  

1) A plea for resources to support and train staff of existing programs, to collect new 
and integrate existing data, and to fund outreach to stakeholders (recognizing 
that resources may come from reallocation/realignment of existing funds as well 
as creation of new funding sources).  Support could come in the form of state 
agency technical assistance or from direct funding to the place-based programs 
to hire their own staff, consultants, etc. 

2) A need for better communication and coordination of goals at all levels of 
government in order to resolve sometimes-conflicting mandates and fragmented 
decision-making.  This communication and coordination needs to take place not 
only within state government but also should include federal and local decision-
makers.  

3) Identification of opportunities for expanding partnerships outside government with 
the scientific, NGO and resource community.  In particular, opportunities to 
merge with Smart Growth planning efforts at the state and regional levels could 
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leverage useful partnerships.  Examples could include agencies associated with 
public health, transportation, economic development, etc. 

4) A need to produce “on-the-ground” results, not simply the establishment of a new 
or modified administrative program. 

The need for expanded partnerships extended beyond traditional environmental 
management areas.  When asked to discuss the major issues facing “their” ecosystem, 
most programs mentioned broad topics such as “unmanaged growth and development 
within the watershed”, “climate change”, “atmospheric deposition of contaminants from 
outside the study area”; emphasizing that resolution of these issues would necessitate 
involvement of agencies related to transportation, infrastructure, recreation, and 
business/industry and that careful thought be given to the defined “boundaries” of 
ecosystems.  Several noted that the EBM principles include an emphasis on “the human 
side” (e.g., socio-economic issues) and hoped that implementation of EBM in New York 
would not devolve over time into a purely environmental program.  There was support for 
an EBM process that might allow programs to get away from a “project-by-project” 
review system and into a more holistic evaluation of proposed development. 

We hope the following report helps the Council, Legislative and Executive branches, and 
place-based managers of regional programs advance their common interests in 
advancing policies and practices to safeguard New York’s ocean and Great Lakes 
ecosystems and vibrant communities. 

 

BACKGROUND   
Ecosystem-based management (EBM) is an integrated approach to management that 
considers the entire ecosystem, including humans, when making decisions about our natural, 
social, and economic systems.  It has been recognized as the method of management most 
likely to preserve, protect and restore our environmental ecosystems and their functionality on 
which our planet depends. 

In 2003 and 2004 two national commissions released landmark reports concluding that our 
oceans are in trouble.  The U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy and the Pew Oceans 
Commission both recommended, among many action items, that national, regional, state and 
local officials take an ecosystem-based approach to managing our life supporting marine 
resources in cooperation with responsible managers, scientists, industry groups, non-profit 
organizations and other interested stakeholders.  The Commissioners acknowledged a 
cross-sectoral approach emphasizing a framework of policies and programs that foster 
collaboration was needed to advance common national, regional and local interests.  The 
ultimate goal is to ensure ocean and coastal ecosystems remain productive with respect to all 
the benefits they provide. 

The Legislature of the State of New York has had the foresight to embrace ocean and Great 
Lakes EBM, recognizing that coastal ecosystems are critical to the State’s environmental and 
economic security.  In 2006 the Legislature passed the New York Oceans and Great Lakes 
Ecosystem Conservation Act (Act)—Article 14—of the NYS Environmental Conservation 
Law.  Article 14 creates a statutory acknowledgment of the need to incorporate ecosystem-
based management principles into New York management regimes.  Enabling improved 
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coordination among and analysis by agencies and place-based authorities managing coastal 
and marine resources will help New York transition towards an integrated management 
approach that considers the entire ecosystem.  This Act is the first of its kind in the nation, 
underscoring New York’s vision and leadership. 

The Act also established a nine-member New York Ocean and Great Lakes Ecosystem 
Conservation Council (Council) from state entities (departments, offices, authorities, 
universities, etc.) to establish and coordinate efforts to integrate EBM in New York. Among 
the responsibilities of the Council is developing guidelines to advance and integrate EBM 
within eight of its agencies and encouraging the same principles within regional place-based 
programs. The Council’s Executive Director and eight-member staff will submit a report to the 
Governor and Legislature by November 2008 that recommends a plan, budget, and funding 
opportunities for implementation of EBM.  The focus of this report from the Center for Coastal 
Studies is to make recommendations to the Council on advancing EBM in place-based 
programs. 

 

ECOSYSTEM-BASED MANAGEMENT   

In 2005, the Scientific Consensus Statement on Marine Ecosystem-Based Management, 
published by the Communication Partnership for Science and the Sea (See Appendix 1), was 
signed by hundreds of policy experts and academics based at institutions throughout the 
United States.  The core document is a five-page description of, and case for, ecosystem-
based management for the oceans, including a definition of EBM, key scientific concepts that 
form the foundation for an ecosystem approach to management, and key elements of marine 
ecosystem-based management articulated by the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy and the 
Pew Oceans Commission.  Some of the key elements include:  

• protecting and restoring marine ecosystems beyond short-term economic or social 
gains;  

• recognizing inherent uncertainties and adapting as new information becomes 
available;  

• considering cumulative impacts of diverse activities when making management 
decisions;  

• acknowledging and managing for the fact that ecosystems operate over a range of 
spatial scales and are interconnected;  

• requiring an action will not cause undue harm to ecosystem functioning;  
• developing multiple indicators for the status of ecosystem functioning; and  
• involving all stakeholders through participatory governance that accounts for both 

local interests and those of the wider public.    

The New York Ocean and Great Lakes Ecosystem Conservation Act declares that the 
governance of New York’s coastal ecosystems shall be guided by similar principals:   

• activities in and uses of the coastal ecosystem are sustainable;  
• ecological health and integrity are maintained;  
• ecosystems’ interconnectedness among land, air, and water is recognized;  
• understanding of coastal ecosystems is enhanced;  
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• decisions are informed by good science;  
• when risks are uncertain, caution is applied; and  
• broad public participation occurs in planning and decision-making. 

 
The general concepts underpinning these principles are derived from current scientific 
understanding of ecosystems.  Scientists and managers generally agree that services 
provided by healthy ecosystems are mostly undervalued and need to be recognized and 
protected.  The complex nature of ecosystems, however, requires a long-term focus, and 
unexpected abrupt changes are always possible, necessitating adaptive management.  
Ecosystems, while resilient, are not infinite and able to recover beyond a point of irreversible 
degradation.  To this end the Council wishes to ensure that the principles of EBM are fully 
integrated into its regional and place-based programs and the time frame for doing so is 
relatively immediate. 

 

THE SEVEN PLACE-BASED PROGRAMS  
A cornerstone component of an ecosystem-based approach to management for New 
York’s coastal ocean and Great Lakes is that management be place-based—focused on 
a specific ecosystem, the range of services it provides, and the range of activities 
affecting the system.  While ecosystem-based management considers the entire large 
ecosystem, including humans, and recognizes the interconnectedness among systems 
(including air, land and sea), the immediate focus is on place-based ecosystems that are 
healthy, resilient and productive so they can provide the essential services on which 
humans and other life depend.  The Council has partnered with seven regional programs 
that both encompass coastal watersheds and provide a local focus for integrating 
ecosystem-based management principles.  The place-based programs vary in size and 
management structure and represent a diverse set of partners and stakeholders.  Five 
are on the marine coast and two are on the Great Lakes.  The seven regional partners 
which agreed to formulate and produce recommendations to advance EBM in their 
programs are the following: three National Estuary Programs (Peconic Estuary, New 
York/New Jersey Harbor Estuary, and the Long Island Sound Program); two state-
designated estuary programs (Hudson River Estuary and the South Shore Estuary 
Reserve); and two “advisory commissions” (Great Lakes Basin Advisory Council and 
Tug Hill Commission).  It should be clearly noted that the programs vary in their 
missions, funding, staffing, and organization.  The three National Estuary programs are 
based in the federal Clean Water Act and have a general focus on water quality 
improvement.  The Hudson River Estuary Program and the South Shore Estuary 
Reserve were established through New York legislative action driven by state-identified 
goals (see Appendix 3).  The “advisory commissions” have somewhat broader mandates 
than the other programs, including aspects of economic and community development. 

Other local place-based programs exist in New York.  These seven programs, however, 
are diverse and mature enough to provide substantive feedback and recommendations 
to the Council and they make good “case study” examples of how EBM integration can 
be institutionalized at the regional and local level. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
The majority, if not all, of the seven programs share fundamental challenges, needs, and 
opportunities.  For the purposes of this report, we grouped the recommendations from 
the place-based programs into four categories; Council-specific actions, actions 
requiring additional resources (Resources), those requiring changes in statutes or 
ordinances (Legislative Actions), and those that could be implemented by existing 
agency authorities (Executive Actions).  We recognize that these are somewhat artificial 
categories and that some recommendations could be placed in more than one category, 
but hope that this grouping serves as a suitable organization structure for the purposes 
of this report. 

If several place-based managers mentioned the same, or similar, recommendations, the 
suggestion was incorporated below.  If a recommendation was general to many of the 
places and seemed particularly strong in the consultants’ view, it also was included in 
the recommendations.  Many good suggestions, however, were not included in the list 
below as they were specific to only one place, or were in a minority opinion.  These other 
good thoughts can be found in the individual survey responses in the appendices.  

All of the managers interviewed had recommendations regarding Council-specific 
actions and Resources.  Not every program manager offered recommendations in all of 
the other categories however. 

COUNCIL-SPECIFIC ACTIONS 
In general, the placed-based managers were very supportive of the Council’s efforts to date.  
Especially appreciated were the Council’s outreach efforts to stakeholder groups and to the 
place-based managers as well as its strong support of the cause of ecosystem-based 
management.  The following were offered as additional considerations for future actions. 

• The NY Ocean and Great Lakes Ecosystem Conservation Council  (Council) 
should not become “yet another new program”, rather it needs to modify the 
existing institutional structure of the state to better coordinate activities and to 
focus on locally-derived values.  The Council needs to be aware of existing plans 
and how they can be utilized in the EBM process—not create new ones for 
existing programs. 

• The Council needs to remain diligent that EBM does not devolve into solely 
environmental issues but includes, as equal partners, the socio-economic and 
human service elements.  The Council should consider diversifying its 
membership to represent defined constituencies. 

• New York State, working through the Council, should go into a proactive 
problem-solving mode.  It should identify what progress it needs to make, what 
tools it needs to get there, what obstacles are in its way and martial the 
resources of all agencies to solve the problems.  Interagency performance 
measures should be adopted that track the progress of all agencies in working 
together to solve the problems.  This should be incorporated into staff 
performance reviews. 

• The Council should hold more of its meetings outside of Albany, ensuring 
both greater meeting attendance from the place-based managers and the 
Council’s better understanding of issues facing the local programs.  Local 
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managers feel a compelling need to bring the discussions out of Albany to the 
places where implementation is occurring. 

• The Council is encouraged to continue the steering committee meetings 
between the NY Department of State and the Department of Environmental 
Conservation and expand participation in order to facilitate collaboration and 
coordination. 

• Coordinate interagency discussions to align state and regional transportation, 
energy, and economic development programs and policies with EBM 
principles.  Develop specific recommendations for implementation by the Executive 
and Legislative branches.   

• The Council should serve as a conduit to the developing ecosystem-based 
management initiatives in New York State by sharing information about 
organization, administration, and technical expertise developed by existing place-
based programs.  The Council should facilitate coordinated communication 
between existing place-based programs, local governments, and state and 
federal agencies.   

• The Council could help place-based programs expand their outreach 
efforts to non-traditional stakeholders and new alliances.  Improved outreach 
about the Council’s activities and efforts could benefit both existing and 
developing programs trying to manage with ecosystem-based principles.  

• The Council could provide a forum for topics of common interests between 
groups facing similar issues.  The need to help foster better understanding of 
EBM and the links between estuary management and ocean management, 
(including land-based impacts from the watershed and ocean-based conditions 
that affect the estuary) was mentioned several times. 

• The Council could enable better data collection, analysis, and 
dissemination in forms that are meaningful not only to state agencies but 
to regional and place-based programs as well.  A need for expanded and 
consistent monitoring was also articulated. 

• The Council could assist with resource development by bringing issues and 
recommendations to funding sources to help leverage financing.  

 
RESOURCES 
The following resources were identified as being particularly useful in implementing EMB 
integration at the program and local level 

• Increase capabilities for education and outreach on EBM principles, 
particularly to local officials and the general public.  Currently state and federal 
agencies appear to have a good recognition of EBM principles—or at least know 
where to go to learn about them.  EBM principles do not seem to have reached the 
majority of local governments and the public at large—the places where much of the 
implementation will take place.  The concept of a learning network was well received. 

• Support the establishment and maintenance of partnerships between state 
agencies, local authorities, non-governmental organizations, and the general 
public to develop and implement activities to support EBM.  Since much of the 
implementation of EBM principles will take place at the local level or through 
individual actions, providing support for administrative structures to provide technical 
assistance, help with fundraising, education and outreach, and coordination and 
facilitation critical to the success of EBM. 
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• Support or provide technical assistance for local decision-makers to 
implement EBM principles.  Consultants and technical staff are needed to conduct 
many of the scientific exercises needed to identify critical data, collect and analyze 
data as well as create models for scenario analysis and trade-offs.  It is important that 
the data be analyzed in order to assist in making “on-the-ground” decisions.  Further, 
there is a need to identify a central repository for these data and a mechanism for 
sharing them. 

• Assist local governments in planning and implementing place-based EBM.  
This includes providing staffing and other related support logistics for planning and 
implementing local stewardship actions. 

• Increase capabilities for monitoring in place-based programs as well as 
improve the capacity for data analysis.  Monitoring is critical both to establish 
base-line conditions and to see whether management efforts are being successful.  
Indicators and outcome reporting are of great use to regional managers. 

• Offer incentives through simplified regulatory processes, tax relief, or local 
assistance/grant programs to incorporate EBM principles into actions by local 
governments and the general public.  Look at traditional methods for leveraging 
capital, such as floating bond bills, as well as creative programs like license plate 
revenue, lotteries, etc. 

• Seek means to provide ongoing resources to implement the Management and 
Action Plans of existing place-based programs demonstrating EBM principles, 
i.e., the seven programs interviewed for this report. 

• Work with neighboring states where ecosystems cross political boundaries to 
secure funding and commitment to implement system-wide monitoring efforts 
such as benthic mapping and ongoing flow gauging stations of the entire system. 

• Article 14 has provided a legal mandate for the implementation of EBM 
principles; this requires resources, staff, and consistent funding. 

 

LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS 
The following are recommendations appropriate for New York State Legislative and 
Executive Actions: 
 

• State regulatory and planning statutes are currently being reviewed to ensure 
that they are consistent with EBM principles.  Some resource protection statutes 
may be so focused on individual resources that they inhibit or preclude broad-based 
ecosystem management consistent with state-adopted EBM principles.  The Council 
should work with the Legislature to implement changes identified during this process. 

• Municipal codes and state statutes in some instances need to be updated and 
places where state programs work at cross purposes need to be identified and 
internal inconsistencies need to be resolved.  State law and regulatory programs, 
in many cases, make it institutionally impossible to achieve EBM despite the best 
intentions.  In some instances statutes or regulations focus on single resources to the 
exclusion of others; in other instances municipal codes conflict with state regulations.  
State agencies should continue to work with the Legislature and/or local officials to 
address conflicts in statutory and ordinance language. 
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NEW YORK STATE EXECUTIVE ACTIONS 
• Encourage the development, integration and implementation of place-based 

Management Plans using EBM principles.  Such plans should be developed and 
implemented through coordination between stakeholders, local government and state 
and federal agencies and each of these entities should recognize the Management 
Plans when making decisions affecting the ecosystem.  It is critical that local 
perspectives be strongly considered in developing and implementing these plans.  
Existing place-based plans should be reviewed to ensure that they are consistent with 
the State-adopted EBM principles. 

• Foster greater coordination and collaboration among entities taking actions 
within ecosystems.  This improved interaction should take place between state 
agencies as well as between local, state, and federal decision-makers.  Specific 
examples suggested by the interviewed programs include increased “joint 
processing” meetings, environmental review and regulatory meetings, interstate 
meetings on issues related to ecosystems that cross state boundaries, and re-
establishing meetings between the NYDOS and the NYDEC regarding the Great 
Lakes and their watersheds. 

• Develop a system of ecosystem health indicators.  These should include both 
environmental indicators of resource health to establish baseline status and allow the 
monitoring of changes to ensure that EBM programs are working.  They should also 
include indicators of management activities to ensure that decisions are being made 
in a coordinated manner consistent with EBM principles. 

• Keep a focus on cumulative impacts.  Agencies at the state and local level should 
make decisions based not only on immediate, localized impacts but also 
acknowledge more broad-based, ecosystem impacts projected over time and over 
various spatial scales.   

• There should be an increased emphasis on data collection (monitoring), 
analysis, storage, and dissemination in forms meaningful to place-based 
programs.  State roles should include establishing protocols to ensure consistent, 
comparable data; the establishment of a data repository to which data could be 
submitted and from which data could be obtained; monitoring in water-bodies that 
cross political or ecosystem boundaries; and providing funding and logistical support 
for place-based monitoring.  Place-based programs should identify which data are 
needed for EBM activities within their study area and data should be available in a 
form usable by such programs.  Establish a mechanism for the collection and 
interpretation of data quickly in instances where decisions need to be made but 
information is lacking.  

• Improve the understanding of the links between activities that take place within 
the watershed and downstream water quality as well as the airshed and 
downstream air and/or water quality.  This will require a greater understanding and 
appreciation by the general public, stakeholders, and local government of impacts 
outside of their property lines and political boundaries.  The sources and impacts of 
airborne pollutants are often forgotten in this process and should be emphasized.  
Education and outreach by state and federal agencies on the principles and 
reasoning behind EMB will be critical.  Specific actions suggested by the interviewed 
programs include watershed signage, technical assistance on specific planning or 
project review actions as well as general outreach on EBM principles.  Cumulative 
and downstream impacts should be an important emphasis. 
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Appendix 1:   
 
 
Ecosystem-based Management 
The EBM Consensus Statement highlights seven actions consistent with ecosystem-based 
management – actions that can be put into practice immediately.  These overarching actions 
are not the only actions necessary to implement EBM, but they are a solid foundation to 
begin integrating key elements. The regional place-based case studies partnering with the 
New York Council are well on the way to incorporating and integrating at least a majority of 
these.  

1.  Ecosystem planning: 
a. Involves multiple stakeholders, 
b. Takes into account cumulative impacts of multiple activities, and 
c. Plans for long-term changes in the environment  (i.e. climate change) 

2. Cross-jurisdictional management goals 
a. Establishes formal agreements and mechanisms across local, state, 

federal, and tribal authorities. 
b. Goals reflect interagency management at all levels, as opposed on 

specific jurisdictions within ecosystem boundaries. 
3. Zoning: 

a. Regions of the ocean, Great Lakes and other large water bodies zoned 
for particular uses, regionally planned in a comprehensive manner. 

b. Area-based management of multiple uses is coordinated within the larger 
land-or seascape context. 

4. Habitat Restoration: 
a. Ecosystem services of habitats are expanded or improved, 
b. Restoration efforts are coordinated in a comprehensive manner,  
c. Cumulative effects of activities on ecosystems are considered, and 
d. Research, monitoring, and evaluation are rigorous. 

5. Co-management: 
a. Governments and diverse stakeholders share responsibility for 

management and stewardship of ecosystems. 
b. Decision-making is informed, flexible, and incorporates local knowledge 

and traditional use of the ecosystem. 
6. Adaptive management: 

a. Management acknowledges current knowledge is incomplete and 
readjustments are made as new information becomes available. 

b. Institutions are adaptable when ecosystems or knowledge change. 
7. Long-term ocean and coastal observing, monitoring and research 

a. Data for relevant biophysical, social, and economic needs are 
continuously collected and integrated into decision-making. 

b. Data programs are used to better understand marine ecosystems, 
changes in ocean dynamics, and effectiveness of management decisions. 
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Appendix 2:   
 
Place-based Programs:  Questionnaire and Interview Summaries: 
The following survey was circulated to managers and staff of the seven place-based 
programs as a basis for a subsequent interview. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Survey Questionnaire:  Ecosystem Based Management for Regional Programs - OGLECA 
        
Background:     The State of New York has enacted the New York Ocean and Great Lakes 
Ecosystems Conservation Act that establishes that “the policy of the state of New York shall be 
to conserve, maintain and restore coastal ecosystems so that they are healthy, productive and 
resilient and able to deliver the resources people want and need. 
The governance of coastal ecosystems shall be guided by the following principles: 

• Activities in and uses of coastal ecosystems are sustainable; 
• Ecological health and integrity is maintained; 
• Ecosystems’ interconnections among land, air and water are recognized; 
• Understanding of coastal ecosystems is enhanced; 
• Decisions are informed by good science; 
• When risks are uncertain, caution is applied; and 
• Broad public participation occurs in planning and decision making.” 

New York Ocean and Great Lakes Ecosystem Conservation Council (Council):     The New York 
OGLECA established a coordinating council with responsibilities that include primary 
learning from place-based programs through a review process to explore how EBM 
components are applied, their results, and how to translate the lessons learned from place-
based efforts elsewhere in the state to achieve the goals of “healthy, productive, and resilient 
ecosystems”. 

Place-based Programs:      From the perspective of the Council, a key role of each place-based 
program’s work is be to evolve management practices aligned with all six identified EBM 
principles and components: 

• Place-based focus on the local ecosystem 
• Scientific foundation for decision-making  
• Measurable objectives to directly evaluate performance  
• Adaptive management to respond to new knowledge and changing conditions 
• Recognition of interconnectedness within and among  ecosystems and coordination 

of decision to account for interconnections 
• Involvement of stakeholders to incorporate local knowledge in decision making  
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Process/Methodology:     Center for Coastal Studies (CCS): CCS has been retained to help the 
Council’s review process by working with representatives from regional programs to 
formulate and produce recommendations to advance EBM in the programs.  
Recommendations will identify opportunities to build on the strengths of current programs 
towards improving ecosystems and to offer support for incorporation of comprehensive 
EBM practices. 
 
To better understand the place-based programs and their needs, and to help focus their work, 
CCS has designed the following questionnaire.  The following questions will serve as the 
basis for a conference call, after which a draft set of recommendations, will be distributed for 
your review and comments.  Further refinements will then be made and, ultimately, reported 
back to the Council. 
 
 
 
 
 

Pre-Conference Call Questionnaire: 
 
 
 

1. Agency Name: 

2. Agency Contact: 

3. Did you or anyone from your program participate in any of the Council meetings or 
the five statewide dialogues?   

a. If so, who and what position does s/he/they hold within the organization? 

b. Was the information brought back and shared with other program members?  

c. Will your organization participate in future convenings? 

d. What type or means of participation would be most helpful?  

4. Are you familiar with the 15 Priority Recommendations as discussed in the 
September 19th Staff Report to the Council “Transitioning the Oceans and Lakes to a 
Sustainable Future.” 

a. Do others within the program know them? 

b. To what extent do they align with your program’s activities? 

c. Do you feel you have a solid understanding of Ecosystem-based 
Management (EBM)? 

d. What would be your assessment of the level of capacity for EBM in your 
program? Are you aware of EBM tools available on the State website? 
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The Place-based Programs:  
( In a very cursory manner (three or four sentences, each) please respond to the following.      We 
anticipate discussing these in greater detail during the telephone conference call.)  
 
Vision and Planning: 

1. Describe your program’s mandate (Mission, etc.), near and long terms priorities. 
2. What are the two or three most significant and pressing issues or problems in your 

region? 

3. What overall actions are needed to address these issues? 

  What actions can your program take to address these issues? 

 
Management: 
 

4. Where does your program have authority and what resources and/or activities are 
managed within that area? 

5. Are the managed areas of the appropriate size to achieve the program’s objectives? 

6. How does the program respond to changes in the ecosystem? 

7. What ecological, economic, or social indicators are used to determine when and how 
the agency should shift management practices or strategies? 

8. How tied to funding is your management and governance effectiveness? 

9. How much does the program use existing networks and user groups to advance 
program goals? 

 
Collaboration: 
 

10.  Recognizing ecosystems operate at a landscape scale, do you have working 
relationships with relevant state agencies, other programs, sectors, etc? 

11. Within your program, are there direct linkages between aquatic management 
programs and the land-based basin activities? 

To what degree does your program work with other programs or authorities to 
achieve joint objectives? 

 
12. Identify some of the potential intersects between regional programs and the Council. 

13. Can you identify or recommend next steps that can be taken in partnership with the 
Council? 

• How can your regional program assist the Council in addressing certain 
problems or take advantage of certain opportunities? 

• How can the Council assist your regional program in addressing these 
problems and issues as well as take advantage of the opportunities? 
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1 – 10 Rating Section: 
 
To get a “snap shot” of your program’s current use of EBM practice, please rate your program’s 
integration of the following: (1 = Never; 10= Always) 

1. Place-based focus on the local ecosystem:     ____________ 
2. Scientific foundation for decision-making:   ____________  
3. Science expertise to monitor change:   ____________ 
4. Measureable objectives to directly evaluate program performance and / or 

specific ecological objectives:   _______________ 
5. Adaptive management to respond to new knowledge and changing 

conditions: ________ 
6. Recognition of interconnectedness within and among  ecosystems and 

coordination of decision to account for interconnections:  _______ 
7. Involvement of stakeholders to incorporate local knowledge in decision 

making:  ______________  
8. Shared programmatic and scientific expertise about local ecosystems with 

state agencies for use in their programming:  _______________ 
 
 
The Council has identified potential strategies and tools to help integrate EBM practice into the State. 
To what degree might the following be beneficial to your place-based programs? (1 = not very helpful, 
10 = very helpful) 
 
1.  An EBM Learning Network to provide professional development about EBM principles 

and components: 
o Developing sustainable practices for ecological health:   __________ 

o Setting goals, objectives, performance measures, and priorities in an EBM  

context: ________ 

o Engaging stakeholders and developing collaborative decision-making: 
________ 

o Municipal planning and land use planning and EBM:  __________ 

o Establish policy linkages between ecology and economy to promote  

             smart growth:  _________ 

Any comments on what might be the most useful/appropriate delivery mechanisms?   
 
 
2.  Improved EBM-related data and the Ocean and Great Lake Atlas of Digital Data (OGLA): 

___ 
 
3.  Funded measurement and monitoring systems to document EBM progress: _____ 
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4.  An applied science and transdisciplinary research agenda that a Science Advisory Group 
builds and shares with Place based programs to inform ongoing decision-making 
activities: ____ 
 

5.  A well-designed local stakeholder research and involvement process to develop goals and 
objectives for a place (defined ecosystem).  

a. Continued outreach: _______  b.  Stakeholder Advisor Group’s input:  ______ 

6. Technologies to share expertise and collaboratively reach consensus to refine policies and 
direction of the Council’s work: _______ 

 
7.  Consistent and predictable funding:  _________ 
  
 
Has anyone in the program drafted a set of recommendations for the Council to consider for 
inclusion in its Report to the Legislature?    If not, what assistance do you need to produce 
one? 
 
In the conference call you will be asked for other needs and your thoughts on 
recommendations.  Please feel free, however, to discuss anything of relevance you would like 
us to know beforehand.  Also consider how CCS, as consultants on this project, can best help 
you.  Thank you for your time and contributions. 
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Appendix 3:   
 
Place-based Programs Summary and Recommendations 
 
 
 

The Great Lakes Basin Advisory Council   
Approximately 80% of New York’s fresh surface water, 700 miles of shoreline, and 40% of 
New York’s land are contained in the drainage basins of Lake Ontario, Lake Erie, and the St. 
Lawrence River.  The Great Lakes Basin Advisory Council was established by statute in 1988 
to advise the Governor and Commissioner of the New York Department of Environmental 
Conservation in their efforts to protect the environmental, social, and economic health of the 
Great Lakes region.  The Council has been charged with the tasks of:  

• developing and reviewing management plans, 
• assessing land acquisition needs of the state for purposes of wildlife habitat, coastal 

management, public access, parks, and historic preservation, 
• drafting legislative recommendations, 
• advising on proposals that come before the Council of Great Lakes Governors, and  
• assisting with research and funding prioritization.  

A New York State Great Lakes Protection Fund provides a perpetual and dependable 
source of funding for regional and statewide research, information collection and public 
education and outreach.  The Advisory Council functions as a link between the 
government and the public. 

The Council is comprised of a mix of public private interests—thirteen public and six agency 
members.  These members report annually to the Governor and the Legislature.  Current 
research priorities include: 

• contamination in the Lakes,  
• collection and analysis of data,  
• development of new and improved environmental clean-up technologies,  
• research to assess the effectiveness of pollution control policies affecting the Great 

Lakes, and 
• assessment of the health of Great Lakes living resources.  

Currently, climate change, aquatic nuisance species, and water quality top the list for 
significant pressing issues.   

In June of 1992, the State created a 25-year New York Great Lakes Basis plan, guided by 
the Great Lakes Advisory Council and public input from across the basin. The Council is also 
actively involved with the “Great Lakes Regional Collaboration Strategy to Restore and 
Protect the Great Lakes.” 
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On 24 March 2008 members of Center for Coastal Studies interviewed Don Zelazny, the NY 
DEC Great Lakes Programs Coordinator and the Coordinator for the Great lakes Basin 
Advisory Council.  Mr. Zelazny is very knowledgeable in both the principles and application of 
ecosystem-based management (EBM) in practice.  He has been involved with the NY Ocean 
and Great Lakes Ecosystem Conservation Council and EBM “process” from the beginning of 
New York’s Article 14 and has worked to educate his Council on the topic. 

The following is a summary of key recommendations made by Mr. Zelazny to incorporating 
and implement EBM in the Great Lakes Basin.  

Council-Specific: 
√ A new EBM plan should not be developed for the state or regions; instead existing 

management plans should be reviewed, revised and complemented to integrate EBM 
goals, objectives and processes. 

√ The Council should look at what can be done on land to solve aquatic problems and 
vice-versa. 

√ The Council needs to find a way to promote policy-making and decision-making in an 
holistic way rather than on a resource-by-resource manner. 

 
Resources: 

√ Back up Article 14, a strong legal mandate, with resources (i.e., staff and 
consistent funding)  

√ Provide incentives to incorporate the use of “EBM management principles” into 
state-wide, regional and local decision-making, such as using grants/Local 
Assistant Programs with preference given to those practicing EBM 

√ Provide resources for education:  
• A new public stewardship ethic;  
• Better educate government officials at all levels on EBM concepts; 
• Resources to educate the public about how contaminants move from land 

to water 
√ Resources for staff to develop local actions within a framework of ecosystem 

stewardship 
√ Resources to create baseline standards that recognize ecosystem processes, 

inter-relationships and limitations. 
√ Top three potential tools to integrate EBM proactive into the State: 

1. Consistent and predictable funding tied to implementation incentives. 
2. Measurement and monitoring systems to document EBM progress. 
3. Professional development about EBM, with a priority on: land use 

planning; engaging stakeholders and developing collaborative decision-
making; setting goals, objectives, performance measures, and priorities in 
an EBM context. 

 
Legislative: 

√ Examine existing statutes that focus on protection of specific resources to see if 
they might limit flexibility to implementing EBM in a crosscutting manner  and 
amend statutes accordingly. 

√ Provide regulatory authorities to link water and land-use management. 
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√ Create and financially support an official Great Lakes Basin Program within the 
State of New York. (The State does not have a coherent, administratively defined 
Great Lakes Program.  The existing Bi-national management plans for the Great 
Lakes are not mentioned in statute or regulation.  NY should have a Great Lakes 
Action Plan authorized at the state level and designed to integrate bi-national 
lake-wide management plans, Area of Concern plans, watershed plans, resource 
plans, etc.)  

 
Executive: 

√ Translate EBM needs and priorities of the broader basin scale into specific 
actions to be undertaken by state agencies and local governments.  

√ Create a research agenda driven by resource managers 
√ Establish and apply “EBM management tests” to existing government and 

program decision-making processes on an ongoing basis  
√ Create a process to review, and when appropriate, incorporate existing plans and 

authorities, instead of creating all new ones   
√ Re-establish steering committee meetings between DEC and DOS regarding 

EBM; they were helpful in collaborative efforts.   
√ Diversify members of the Council to represent defined constituencies 
√ Make networking/collaboration part of an administrative structure 
√ Give the Great Lakes Basin Advisory Council a clear and strong role in advising 

the ECC.  
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The Hudson River Estuary Program 
The Hudson River Estuary was established in 1987 subsequent to the passage of the 
Hudson River Estuary Management Act (Section 11-0306 of the Environmental Conservation 
Law).  The Act directed the NY Department of Environmental Conservation to develop a 
management program for the Hudson River and its associated shorelands (interpreted to be 
the watershed) from the Troy dam south to the Verrazano Narrows. 

The Hudson River Estuary Program defines its mission to: “conserve the natural resources 
for which the Hudson is legendary; promote full public use and enjoyment of the river, and 
clean up the pollution that affects our ability to use and enjoy it.  The program is founded in 
science and implemented in ways that support the quality of life of the Hudson Valley’s 
citizens." 

The twelve goals of the program (condensed from its Action Plan) include: 
1. Restore the signature fisheries of the estuary, 
2. Conserve, protect, and, where possible, enhance critical river and shoreline habitats, 
3. Conserve for future generations the rich diversity of plants, animals and habitats, 
4. Protect and restore the streams, their corridors, and the watersheds, 
5. Conserve key elements of the human, pastoral landscapes, 
6. Conserve the key features of the world-famous river scenery, 
7. Establish a regional system of access points, 
8. Promote public understanding of the Hudson River, including the life it supports, 
9. Revitalize all the waterfronts of the valley, 
10. Ensure that the Hudson River will be swimmable, 
11. Remove or remediate pollutants and their sources, and 
12. Track the Program’s progress and celebrate its successes! 

The Program has provided over $11 million in grants for projects that further the Action 
Agenda goals.  Funding is provided through the New York State Environmental 
Protection Fund.  It receives about $ 5.5 million annually, of which it provides about 20% 
for grants for local projects, about 40% for scientific and monitoring activities and 
information gathering, and the remaining 40% for staff, technical assistance and 
administrative support. 

 
 

 

On 27 March 2008, members of the Provincetown Center for Coastal Studies interviewed 
Frances Dunwell, Coordinator, and Kristin Marcell, Special Projects Coordinator, of the 
Hudson River Estuary Program about the program and its compatibility with ecosystem-
based management principles and the work of the NY Ocean and Great Lakes Ecosystem 
Conservation Council (Council) activities. 
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Representatives of the Program have been involved the activities of the Council in the past 
and plan to continue involvement.  Ms. Dunwell identified the following as the “most 
significant and pressing issues or problems” in the Hudson River Estuary study area: 

• Climate change and associated sea level rise which affect both aquatic habitat and 
human communities. 

• Sprawling landscape fragmentation and its impact on natural resources of the 
watershed and likely impacts on water quality of the river. 

• Deferred investment in water and sewer infrastructure that may reverse the advances 
in water quality clean-up. 

• Declining fish populations. 
• Toxic contamination of bottom sediments. 
• Exotic and invasive species that can alter the ecosystem 
• Historic loss of aquatic habitat and the need to conserve the remaining habitat and/or 

restore lost habitat where feasible. 
 
The following is a summary of key recommendations made by Ms. Dunwell to incorporate 
and implement EBM in the Hudson River Estuary study area: 
Council-specific: 

√ New York State should go into a proactive problem-solving mode.  It should identify 
what progress it needs to make, what tools it needs to get there, what obstacles are 
in its way and martial the resources of all agencies to solve the problems.  
Interagency performance measures should be adopted that track the progress of all 
agencies in working together to solve the problems. This should be incorporated into 
staff performance reviews. 

√ The Council can help facilitate coordination and collaboration between the various 
state agencies that have management roles within the Hudson River Estuary 
watershed area. 

√ The Council could play an important role by providing a mechanism to share 
understanding of natural resource conservation issues and challenges between state 
and federal agencies, local governments and existing place-based management 
programs.  Further, the Council could facilitate coordinated responses between these 
various groups. 

√ The Council could help foster better understanding of the links between estuary 
management and ocean management, including land-based impacts from the 
watershed and ocean-based conditions that affect the estuary (e.g., nitrogen 
sequestration on land may change and affect nitrogen inputs from the estuary 
watershed into the ocean). 

√ The Council could help place-based programs expand their outreach efforts to non-
traditional stakeholders 

 
Resources: 

√ Assistance in the development of shared programmatic and scientific expertise about 
local ecosystems for use in the programming of state agencies.  

√ Development of a state-wide monitoring program that can be utilized in site-specific 
areas such as the Hudson River Estuary. 
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√ Funding to adopt a comprehensive recovery program for declining fish populations—
especially shad and sturgeon—that effectively addresses all suspected causes of 
decline, including ocean by-catch, habitat, food webs and other potential factors. 

 
Legislative: 
√ NYS law and regulatory programs, in many cases makes it institutionally impossible 

to achieve EBM despite the best intentions.  In some instances statutes or regulations 
focus on single resources to the exclusion of others; in others municipal codes conflict 
with state regulations (this is particularly noticeable when working with Smart Growth 
programs.  Municipal codes need to be updated, places where state programs work 
at cross purposes need to be identified and internal inconsistencies need to be 
resolved. 

 
Executive: 

√ Develop indicators and improve existing performance measures to evaluate success 
for each of the Program’s defined goals. 

√ Incorporate EMP principles (including sustaining natural resources) into land use 
decisions such as Smart Growth initiatives. 
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The Long Island Sound Program.   
Based on provisions included in the federal Clean Water Act, in 1985 the US EPA and the 
states of New York and New Jersey formed a partnership including federal and state 
agencies, user groups, concerned organizations, and individuals to form the Long Island 
Sound Study as a member of the National Estuary Program system.  In 1994 the Long Island 
Sound Study (LISS) completed a Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan that 
identified seven issues:  

1. low dissolved oxygen (hypoxia),  
2. toxic contamination,  
3. pathogen contamination,  
4. floatable debris, 
5.  living resources and habitat management,  
6. land use and development, and  
7. public involvement and education. 

Since the inception of the program, the LISS has made significant strides to restore and 
Protect Long Island Sound, giving priority to hypoxia, habitat restoration, public involvement 
and education and water quality monitoring. 

 
 

 

On 28 March 2008, members of the Provincetown Center for Coastal Studies interviewed 
Mark Tedesco, Director of the LISS about the program and its compatibility with ecosystem-
based management principles and the work of the NY Ocean and Great Lakes Ecosystem 
Conservation Council (Council) activities. 

Representatives of the LISS have been involved in some of the activities of the Council in the 
past and plan to continue involvement.  Mr. Tedesco is aware of the 15 staff 
recommendations made to the Council in the Staff Report dated 19 September 2007 and 
noted that those recommendations generally align with those of the LISS.  Mr. Tedesco 
identified the following as the “most significant and pressing issues or problems” in his study 
area: 

• eutrophication,  
• habitat loss and degradation, and  
• impacts to living resources. 

His recommendations for actions to address these issues include: improvements to 
wastewater and stormwater infrastructure, watershed protection to implement BMPs and 
better manage new development, habitat restoration, land protection, education and 
outreach, and monitoring and assessment. 

The following is a summary of key recommendations made by Mr. Tedesco to incorporate 
and implement EBM in the Long Island Sound area 
 



16 September 2008  25 

Council-specific: 
√ The LISS would have more involvement if the meetings were not in Albany due to 

logistics and expense of travel.   
√ Notice and/or summary of important actions of the Council could be forwarded to the 

LISS and other place-based programs to ensure their awareness. 
√ The Council could utilize the existing network established by the LISS to promote a 

better understanding of EMB principles and implementation as well as actions of the 
Council.  The LISS can act as a forum for EBM in the Long Island Sound area. 

√ Site-specific information (e.g., monitoring data) would be more useful to the LISS than 
instructions on how to utilize EBM concepts.  The LISS has been implementing these 
principles since its inception.  

√ The Council could provide better tools to local officials specifically to foster better 
municipal planning and land use planning utilizing EBM principals.  

√ Coordinate interagency discussions to align state and regional transportation, energy, 
and economic development programs and policies with EBM principles.  Develop 
specific recommendations for implementation by the Executive and Legislative 
branches.  These are things best handled on the state level, and this is a state level 
council.  Decisions driving state energy policies, transportation infrastructure, taxes 
and credits impacting development, statewide building codes, and others will exert 
broad pressures both pro and con on EBM outcomes. 

 
Resources: 

√ Provide adequate, long-term funding to allow implementation of the actions described 
in the Comprehensive Conservation Management Plan and subsequent Action 
Plans. 

√ Provide additional resources to implement the LISS research and monitoring agenda. 
√ Help integrate state involvement in ocean observing and monitoring programs.  Better 

data on conditions and influences on the Sound from both within the LISS study area 
and coming from outside the study area would benefit local and regional decision-
making. 

√ Funding should be provided to support seafloor mapping to support ocean zoning 
and energy policy questions.  

√ Provide better infrastructure for monitoring and assessment in NY to support EBM.   
 
Legislative: 

√ State efforts should focus on filling gaps in available information critical to 
implementation of EBM.  Emphasis should be put on promoting implementation 
of existing place-based programs and establishing additional site-specific, place-
based programs where the need is demonstrated.  A state-wide program that 
works to support existing programs to increase state capacity for this type of 
management would be beneficial. 

 
Executive: 

√ Establish and/or expand watershed signage to promote understanding of the 
links between landside activities and impacts within Long Island Sound. 

√ The state should focus on developing solutions to existing conflicts by fostering better 
coordination and collaboration across state lines. There is often a conflict between 
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policies between NY and CT on these issues resulting from different values and 
priorities. 

√ Alternatives to existing sites for dredged material disposal should continue to be 
examined. 



16 September 2008  27 

The New York/New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program   

The New York/New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program (HEP) was established in 1987 by the 
US EPA and the two affected states as part of the National Estuary Program subsequent to 
the provisions of the federal Clean Water Act.  The Estuary is defined as including “the waters 
of New York Harbor and the tidally influenced portions of all rivers and streams that empty 
into the Harbor”.  The HEP uses the Tappan Zee Bridge as the northern/inland boundary of 
the study area. 

The primary planning document framing the actions of the HEP is a Comprehensive 
Conservation and Management Plan finalized in 1996.  A 2008 Action Plan further refines 
efforts of the HEP and its focus areas. 
The principal goals or themes of the Program are to  

1. Clean up pollution in the Estuary, 
2. Habitat and ecological health,  
3. Improve public access, 
4. Support an economically and ecologically viable estuary and port, and 
5. Public education and community involvement. 

 
 

 

On 24 March 2008, members of the Provincetown Center for Coastal Studies interviewed 
Robert Nyman, Director of the New York/New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program (HEP) about 
the program and its compatibility with ecosystem-based management principles and the work 
of the NY Ocean and Great Lakes Ecosystem Conservation Council (Council) activities using 
a questionnaire developed specifically for this purpose. 

Representatives of the Program have had limited involvement with the activities of the 
Council in the past but indicated a willingness to participate in the future where it would be of 
benefit to the HEP.  Mr. Nyman identified the following as the “most significant and pressing 
issues or problems” in the New York/New Jersey Harbor Estuary study area: 

• Toxic contaminants in sediments underlying the Harbor and tributaries.  This has 
impacts on dredging, habitat health restoration, and fisheries. 

• Combined Sewer Overflows.  These are a major source of pathogens to the Harbor. 
• Habitat restoration.  This includes both making the areas suitable for wildlife but also 

safe and attractive for public access and recreation. 
 
The following is a summary of key recommendations made by Mr. Nyman to incorporate and 
implement EBM in the HEP study area; 
Council-specific: 

√ The HEP has provided a successful model for ecosystem-based management that 
could be utilized in other areas with guidance through the Council. 

√ The HEP has developed expertise in specific ecosystem-based management topics 
that the Council could utilize in other areas.   
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√ The Council can serve as a conduit for the passage of information on organization, 
administration, and technical expertise developed by existing place-based programs 
to developing programs in other areas.  Improved outreach of the Council’s efforts 
would be a benefit to both existing and developing programs.   

√ The Council should become aware of, and utilize, existing, successful place-based 
programs demonstrating the principles of ecosystem-based management. 

 
Resources: 

√ Seek means to provide ongoing resources to implement EBM actions from the HEP 
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan, 2008 HEP Action Plan, 
Regional Sediment Management Program, and Comprehensive Restoration Plan for 
habitat. 

√ Work with neighboring state of New Jersey to secure funding and commitment to 
implement system-wide benthic mapping and ongoing flow gauging stations of the 
entire system. 
 

Legislative: 
√ Ensure adequate mechanism for linking impacts of upstream land use on 

downstream water quality and sediment load, especially as it pertains to dredging 
issues. 

√ Ensure that appropriate public access opportunities are considered in waterfront 
development projects. 
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The Peconic Estuary Program    
The Peconic Estuary Program (PEP) was established in 1993 by the US EPA, the State of 
New York, and Suffolk County as part of the National Estuary Program, pursuant to the 
federal Clean Water Act.  The study area of the PEP includes the entire watershed of the 
Peconic Estuary, beginning at the headwaters of the Peconic River at Brookhaven National 
Laboratory, including the Flanders, Great Peconic, Little Peconic, and Gardiners, bays and 
ending at Block Island Sound on a line from Plum Island to Montauk Point. 

In 2001 the PEP finalized a Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan identifying 
89 priority actions for short-term implementation and over 250 additional management tasks 
designed to address issues related to:  

1. Brown tide, 
2. Nutrient management, 
3. Habitat and living resources, 
4. Pathogens management, 
5. Toxic pollutants,  
6. Critical lands protection 
7. Public education and outreach, and 
8. Finance management. 

 

 

On 27 March 2008, members of the Provincetown Center for Coastal Studies 
interviewed Martin Trent, (Chief, Office of Ecology, Suffolk County Department of Health 
Services), Kim Paulsen (County PEP Coordinator, Suffolk County Department of Health 
Services/PEP), Nancy Panarese (Public Health Sanitarian, Bureau of Marine Resources, 
Suffolk County Department of Health Services, Laura Stephenson (State PEP 
Coordinator, NYSDEC/PEP0 and  Theresa Goergen (PEP Technical Outreach 
Specialist, Suffolk County Department of Health Services)  about the program and its 
compatibility with ecosystem-based management principles and the work of the NY 
Ocean and Great Lakes Ecosystem Conservation Council (Council) activities using a 
questionnaire developed specifically for this purpose. 

Representatives of the Program have had limited involvement with the activities of the 
Council in the past and plan to be involved in future meetings, particularly if they are held 
closer to Long Island.  The interviewees identified the following as the “most significant and 
pressing issues or problems” in the PEP study area: 

• Rampant growth and development with attendant issues of nutrient loading of 
coastal waters and storm water management. 

• The need for land preservation. 
• Insufficient storm water management leading to beach closures and shellfish 

area closures due to pathogens. 
• Increasing contaminant loading to groundwater.  The watershed is underlain by a 

sole source aquifer.  There is a significant amount of farmland in the watershed 
with attendant seepage of nutrients and other chemicals into the groundwater. 



16 September 2008  30 

• Site-specific development projects with the potential for area-wide impacts, e.g., 
the Broadwater Project (an LNG docking facility proposed for Long Island 
Sound). 

The following is a summary of key recommendations made by the interviewees to 
incorporate and implement EBM in the PEP study area; 
 
Council-specific: 

√ There is apt to be greater participation in Council meetings and other activities by 
existing place-based programs if meetings were held outside of Albany and closer to 
the existing program. 

√ The PEP has demonstrated how ecosystem-based management plans can be 
developed and implemented.  As such, the Council could use the PEP as a model for 
other, developing programs. 

√ The PEP has developed expertise on specific management-related topics.  The 
Council could act as a conduit for transferring this expertise to other areas working on 
similar ecosystem-based management issues. 

√ The Council could facilitate data sharing and communication between various place-
based management programs.  Specifically, this could be facilitated by developing 
and disseminating a list of place-based programs in the state (or outside the state if 
they were comparable).  An associated listing of web sites from these programs 
would be helpful. 

√ The Council could provide a forum for discussion between similar groups or groups 
facing similar management issues.  Periodic meetings that offered a “show and tell” 
session to introduce other programs and how they dealt (or are dealing) with common 
issues would be helpful. 

√ The Council could assist in the funding process by bringing issues and 
recommendations to funding sources. 

 
Resources: 

√ Providing training, or curricula for training activities done locally, for state and local 
entities on ecosystem-based management issues would be beneficial. 

√ The Council should work to establish policy linkages between ecological and 
economic aspects of management to promote Smart Growth. 

!  State-wide level data is often not an important issue for place-based programs which 
need more site-specific monitoring and data.  However, state- or federal-funded 
monitoring protocols, data collection and analysis of site-specific locations would be 
hugely beneficial. 

!  The establishment of an applied science and transdisciplinary research agenda could 
be very useful if designed and implemented with the needs of place-based programs 
in mind. 
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South Shore Estuary Reserve   
At the urging of Long Islanders concerned with the health of the South Shore Estuary (one of 
New York’s most diverse estuaries and home to 1.5 million people) the State Legislature 
passed the Long Island South Shore Estuary Reserve Act.  The Act created the reserve 
encompassing Long Island’s South Shore Bays and their watershed.  It calls for protection 
and prudent management.  The Act also created the South Shore Estuary Reserve 
Council—a group of representatives from towns, counties and diverse private interests 
including conservation groups, businesses, academics and citizens. The Council priorities, 
reflecting the South Shore Estuary Comprehensive Management Plan, have included water 
quality, protecting living resources, enhancing public access and enjoyment of the estuary, 
and sustaining and expanding an estuary-based economy.  Education, outreach, and 
encouraging stewardship have been among their tools. 

The Reserve Council, however, has initiated a process to consider changes or amendments 
to the Comprehensive Management Plan that reflect changes to the ecosystem and address 
management approaches—including the application of ecosystem-based management 
(EBM) principles. The Council adopted the Comprehensive Management Plan in April 2001.  
Although progress has been made on many of the Plan’s priorities in the last seven years, 
other pressing issues have also been recognized as having an impact on the estuary – 
climate change, unchecked growth and development, and deteriorating or inadequate 
stormwater and wastewater infrastructure.   

Global climate change will undisputedly create sea level rise and coastal communities must 
be prepared. Planning and adaptation is needed.  Changing zoning bylaws to enforce 
building setbacks, reinforcing and/or building protective seawalls, and combating severe 
storms and weather changes by preserving wetlands and buffer zones are but a few 
examples of local adaptation.  In the realm of land use planning, “smart growth” can help with 
both climate change mitigation (i.e. reduced carbon output with increased public 
transportation and “green buildings”) and improved estuary water quality (i.e. more pervious 
surfaces controlling storm water run off).  These are but a few ways the South Shore Estuary 
Reserve Council is thinking about the future. 

The Reserve Council formally recognized its partnership with the OGLECC  in October 2007 
in advancing the principles of EBM through the Great South Bay Demonstration project. 

 
 

On 24 March 2008, members of the Provincetown Center for Coastal Studies 
interviewed Jeff Fullmer (Reserve Office Director) and Clare O’Reilly (Program 
Implementation Specialist).  Both have attended meetings of the Council and look 
forward to continued participation.  They shared information with other program 
members and are working with partners to help them gain a solid understanding of EBM. 

Council- specific: 
√ Create an OGLECC email list and create more opportunities for contact with 

OGLECC staff. 
√ Promote establishment of regional ecosystem monitoring, data collection, analysis 

and establish regional repository for collected data. 
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√ Use the regional program partners to assist with stakeholder engagement and 
education about EBM. 

 
Resources: 

√ Maintain/increase funding to create/sustain partnerships to advance 
implementation of CMP 

√ Use existing outreach networks and implementation partnerships (as opposed to 
creating new networks) to deliver EBM message 

√ Top three tools needed to integrate EBM into the State: 
1. Well-designed local stakeholder outreach process to develop goals and 

objectives for a place (ecosystem) 
2. Improved EBM-related data and the Ocean and Great Lakes Atlas 
3. Professional development about EBM, with priorities on establishing 

linkages between ecology and health and developing sustainable 
practices for ecological health. 

 
Executive: 

√ Promote establishment of regional ecosystem monitoring, data collection, and 
analysis. 

√ Establish a regional repository for collected data. 
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New York State Tug Hill Commission   
The New York State Tug Hill Commission was created by state legislation in 1972 as the 
Temporary State Commission on Tug Hill.  The legislation charged the Commission with 
studying the region and making recommendations to protect both the environment and 
economy.  Tug Hill is a 2,100 square mile rural and remote region of New York State 
located between Lake Ontario and the Adirondacks.  With just over 100,000 people, the 
region remains one of the less populated portions of the state.  The region’s economy 
depends on its natural resources—primarily agriculture and forestry.  In 1976, the 
Commission recommended a program of technical assistance to town and village 
governments, economic development corporations, and other local groups.  The 
Commission’s enabling legislation has been regularly renewed, confirming the 
Commission’s mission for environmental protection, strong economies and relevant local 
action.  In 1998 the Commission’s legislation was renewed with the sunset provision 
removed.   

The Commissioners and staff have as their highest priority serving the needs of the Tug Hill 
Region’s people and the communities in which they live.  The “basic” services provided to the 
communities within the Tug Hill geography include land-use planning assistance, helping 
fundraise, skill development workshops, and conferences.  

The Commission services the region’s 62 towns and villages with a team of administrative 
staff, technical specialists, and circuit riders serving four Councils of Government.  The 
Commission also relies heavily on private and public partners including universities, county 
governments, non-governmental agencies, and businesses. 
 

 
 

On 2 April 2008, members of the Provincetown Center for Coastal Studies interviewed John 
Bartow and Katie Malinowski.  Mr. Bartow is the Executive Director of the Tug Hill 
Commission. He has been with the Commission for four years and previously had 9 years 
with the NY CZ program and several years as the regional coordinator working with local 
governments.  Ms. Malinowski is Director of Natural Resources for the Commission.  

Both interviewees are strong advocates for both EBM and local empowerment.  They have 
kept up with the activities of the NY Ocean and Great Lakes Ecosystem Conservation 
Council for the past 2 1/2 years, and have been actively promoting the principles of 
ecosystem-based management (EBM). They have shared Council information with other staff 
members and with stakeholders, but are not sure that the stakeholders fully yet understand 
the concepts of EBM. 

The following is a summary of key recommendations made to incorporate and implement 
EBM in the Tug Hill Region:  
Council-specific: 

√ The Council needs to get out of Albany more often to understand the differences 
between the various regions of the state.  A “one-size-fits-all” approach does not 
work. 

√ Remain diligent that EBM not devolve into solely environmental issues but 
include as equal partners the socio-economic and human service elements. 
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√ The Council cannot become “yet another new program”; rather it needs to modify 
the existing institutional structure to better coordinate state activities and focus on 
locally derived values. 

√ Agencies need to have a broader vision of how their actions affect overall EBM.  
Need to broaden the outlook across agency mandates.  NEPA (at the federal 
level) and the equivalent state programs provide a mechanism for doing this, but 
often focus only on environmental issues where they should incorporate human 
impacts/socio-economic impacts. 
 

Resources: 
√ Build local capacity by helping with technical information. 
√ Procure funding for local capacity-building. 
√ Top three tools needed to integrate EBM into the State: 

1. Well designed local stakeholder outreach process to develop goals and 
objectives for a place (ecosystem), 

2. Improved EBM-related data and the Ocean and Great Lakes Atlas, and 
3. Professional development about EBM, with a priority on: engaging 

stakeholders and developing collaborative decision-making; establishing 
linkages between ecology and economy to promote smart growth and 
developing sustainable practices for ecological health. 

 
Executive: 

√ Modify existing institutional structures to better coordinate state activities and 
focus on locally derived values. 

√ Broaden EBM outlook across agencies’ mandates. 
√ Create a set of EBM principles that agencies have to consider when making 

decisions. These might be effectively implemented through joint processing 
efforts.  

√ Empower local governments to define the vision for the region.  
√ Work with communities to set realistic priorities. 
√ Develop indicators, working with local folk. 
√ Use state’s broad mandate to link watersheds with water bodies. 
√ The state needs to understand in issuing wastewater treatment plant permits that 

this will have significant development impacts for the future.  Unfortunately, the 
narrowly defined mandates of state agencies can have unintended impacts 
because there is no mechanism to evaluate these impacts. 

√ The Commission has provided an example of how EBM can work in a rural 
remote region.  This can serve as a model for other similar communities. 

 


